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CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
FACULTY SENATE REGULAR MEETING: June 4,1997 
Meeting was called to order at 3:10p.m. 
Presiding Officer: Robert H. Perkins 
Marsha Brandt "" 'lrding Secretary: 
ROLLCALL: 
Senators: 
Visitors: 
All Senators or their Alternates were present except John Alsoszatai-Petheo, Melissa Bowers, Bobby Cummings, Michael 
Gleason, Gerald Gunn, Richard Mack, Deborah Medlar, James Roberts, Dieter Romboy, Todd Schaefer, Hugh Spall 
Keith Lewis, Charles· McGehee, Bill Owen, Barbara Radke, Wendy Rittereiser, Carolyn Wells, Blaine Wilson 
CHANGES OF AGENDA: Faculty Productivity Report: Sid Nesselroad 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
The minutes of the May 14, 1997, Faculty Senate meeting were approved as distributed. 
COMMUNICATIONS: 5/8/97 memo from Faculty Senate Personnel Committee re: Regression Analysis of Salary Inequities of Non-
tenure-track faculty with Academic Year Appointments 
REPORTS: 
1. CHAIR: 
MOTION NO. 3115- 1997/98 Faculty Senate Grievance Committ.ee membershiu: 
Reports to: President 
Purpose: Resolve, by informal means, specific grievances, disputes or conflicts of faculty members and 
recommends action to the President. (Members appointed by the Faculty Senate Executive Committee 
and ratified by the Faculty Senate.) 
Membership: 6 faculty (3 regular members and 3 alternates) 
Regular Members: Patrick O'Shaughnessy, Accounting 3 years 
2 years 
1 year 
3 years 
2 years 
1 year 
Jim Brown, Teacher Education Program 
Alternate Members: 
Nancy Jurenka, Teacher Education Program 
Brenda Hubbard, Theatre Arts 
Steve Schepman, Psychology 
Corwin King, Communication 
Motion No. 3115 Passed 
MOTION NO. 3116-1997/98 Faculty Senate Standin2 Committee List: 
Comment: 
Perkins: 
Hawkins: 
Comment: 
Nelson: 
Comment: 
Perkins: 
Gamon: 
The Budget Committee which will be doing the salary inequity study shows no diversity as far as 
representing women or any other under-represented group. A subcommittee consisting of a diverse group 
just for the Salary Inequity Study was suggested. 
Just prior to the meeting the creation of an ad hoc committee on the salary inequity study was being 
discussed. Chair Perkins suggested that the idea be presented to the Executive Committee for approval 
and appointment. 
Persons of diverse backgrounds do not necessarily speak to diverse issues in a positive manner. 
Knowing the members of the Budget Committee rather well, I trust their ethics. They probably have as 
strong opinions in support of minority groups as do those corning from those groups. In fact, to choose 
someone to be on a committee by their gender or race is, in fact, not appropriate. 
It would be preferred to see people on the committee with different perspectives, i.e., people who have 
lived with salary inequity. 
If we don't start this study on the right foot, when the end is reached no one will believe the results. 
People need to accept the makeup of this committee. 
What Dr. Nelson says is true and it should speak to all the committees that the Senate supports - they 
should reflect the diversity that exists on the Faculty Senate and on the campus. 
Diversity is taken into consideration by the Executive Committee. Months are spent putting together 
Senate as well as University committees. Although some committees are defmed with a gender 
breakdown, the Executive Committee takes into consideration equity distribution. An all men committee 
is usually due to no women volunteering for committees. 
The number of women on campus is small. By the time women are put on committees, they are 
overworked. 
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Nesselroad: 
Hawkins: 
Comment: 
Perkins: 
Williams: 
Benson: 
McGehee: 
Monson: 
Perkins: 
Nelson: 
Kidwell: 
Nelson: 
Perkins: 
Donohoe: 
Perkins: 
Hawkins: 
We can vote to approve these committees but move to seek additional membership to achieve 
diversity. The Senate Committees are not limited to five members. 
If we select committees by the members' gender or race, we will saddle those people with the 
expectation that they would speak with more authority on issues relating to their race and gender. It is 
more inclusive to deal with the issues that people stand for with a certain passion than to assume that 
because of what they are, there is a philosophy that follows. 
We should approve an ad hoc committee for the salary inequity study and approve the expanding 
committees as a different issue. 
Ad hoc committees are well designed to handle one basic issue. We should reexamine different 
breakdowns on committees. 
We need committee membership diversity from people who are not full professors, ethnic 
backgrounds, etc. It behooves us to make the commitment to that even though the many male full 
professors on the committees are very well suited to represent these views. This is a credibility issue. 
Living here for almost thirty years, I cannot see this premise as being close to true. Most of us at this 
table are living with immense inequity. Many of our salaries are 40% to 50% below when we are hired. 
The university faculty as a whole are living in relative deprivation. Are there not staggered terms on the 
Budget Committee? (No) To assume that faculty input through hearings, etc. cannot influence or be 
considered by anyone of sexual orientation, gender, race, age, etc. is something we should get beyond. 
The people on the Budget Committee can represent the general interests of the faculty. The process of 
discerning gender inequity should be objective. The data should speak for themselves. However, the 
regression analysis doesn't have enough data to be adequate 
Bill's points are very well taken, but they are also beside the point. The President's point goes to the 
question of law, mainly that it is the appearance of fairness that counts not the actual fact of appearance. 
If you start out with a committee that is by definition according to federal guidelines out of balance, then 
the outcome will be out ofbalance as well. You simply will not be taken seriously. You can't rely on 
volunteers, you need to get on the phone and twist some arms if need be. 
It was my understanding that the Budget Committee would be working with the consultants. 
That motion is an ongoing motion. It is for years to come in the process of dealing with inequity. 
What we are trying to do is the consultant will bring us into line. I would assume the consultant would get 
infotmation from various committees. The ad hoc committee will oversee the initial action. 
The definition/structure should be put together by the faculty. It will fail if it appears that the 
administration or someone else is putting it logelht:r. lt should be worked on it this summer, so we can be 
ready to go in the fall with an RFP to get the consultant on board to do this study. Our criteria should be 
specific. We will be throwing away $50,000 if we don't come out of the shoot straight on. 
What is this new committee putting together? Last year we had mutual accusations of a fixed agenda. 
The whole suggestion of an outside consultant was to bring in some body who would conduct a study 
strictly based on statistical relevance and based on the knowledge of court cases, the law and statistics -
based on things which have been taken to court and not individuals' opinions on what should and 
shouldn't count. If we put together yet another committee we will only produce more opinions rather than 
what's been tried legally in the courts. 
The consultant will respond to an RFP. We can't just say we want a consultant to conduct a faculty 
salary study and that's the end of it. The more you put in, the more it will cost. The more difficult things 
you put in, the more it's going to cost. We need to put in our five, six or seven key points so that the 
consultants will address those points you deem most important. What we feel is most important is not 
defined yet. 
The last motion has set a frame of guidelines which need to be developed because the RFP needs to be 
specific. 
Can committee nominations be taken from the floor today? 
There is nothing to prevent us from adding individuals to the list. These are recommendations that 
come out of the Executive Committee based on faculty volunteering. As such there could be other 
recommendations. It is very difficult to do committee work on the Senate floor. The Senate can activate 
the Executive Committee to re-examine the Budget Committee and its makeup. 
It there some confusion over the task as hand? What we are doing is electing the membership of the 
standing committees which do the groundwork of the Senate. The Senate Budget Committee has much to 
do every year. Perhaps it would help if the charge to the Budget Committee, relating to the salary inequity 
study, was either developed and sent to the Senate for their approval OR ,because it is such a particular 
issue, the ad hoc committee made up of a membership which is reflective of the charge could be chosen 
for that particular instance. 
Motion No. 3116 Passed. 
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MOTION NO. 3117 (Ad Hoc Salary Inequity Study Committee) was moved by Cindy Emmans and seconded by Jim 
Hawkins to form an Ad Hoc Committee on Salary Inequity Study. 
Motion No. 3117 passed. 1 Oppose, 1 abstain 
FRIENDLY AMENDMENT TO MOTION NO. 3117 was moved by Michelle Kidwell and seconded by Cindy Monson 
and Jim Hawkins that the Salaty Inequity Study Ad Hoc Committee be appointed to reflect the diversity of the faculty and 
to oversee and develop a request for proposal (RFP) 
AMENDMENT MOTION NO. 3117A was moved by Jim Hawkins and seconded by Sid Nesselroad to determine whether 
or not we need an outside consultant. 
Amendment Motion 3117A was withdrawn. 
AMENDMENT MOTION NO. 3117B was moved by Sid Nesselroad and seconded by Terry De Vietti to charge the Salary 
Inequity Study Ad Hoc Committee to work over the summer. 
Amendment Motion No. 3117B Passed: 1 oppose, 4 abstain. 
Collective Bar~ainine- Election: Chair Perkins reported that over 70% of the faculty voted. 
Tenure, Tenure-Track: 211 Yes Votes, 77 No Votes 
Adjunct (50%+) Spring: 25 Yes Votes, 7 No Votes 
Administrative Faculty: 10 No Votes 
Chair Perkins will be relating these results to the Board of Trustees at the June 13, 1997, meeting. 
Faculty Productivity .Report: Sid Nesselroad reported on the Council of Faculty Representatives (CAR) meeting of May 25, 1997. 
There were four delegates from each of the six state-funded institutions of higher education in attendance, a staff person from the 
governor's office, and two staff persons from the Higher Education Coordinating Board (REB.). The agenda addressed the issues 
relating to the recently legislated performance measures. The nebulous "Faculty Productivity Measure." was discussed. All present 
agreed that 1) any faculty productivity measure should look at unit productivity first before looking at individual productivity for the 
reason that education's product is graduates and educated people and we do that in programs and units more than in individuals. 
Secondly, it was recommended to design some way to look at productive work that faculty presently does versus non-productive 
work, i.e., paperwork that faculty is not equipped to do that cuts into productive time. 
Ken Gamon, CCU CAR representative, mentioned that CAR took this on as a way of trying to get ahead of the curve and be out front 
in deciding what productivity means among faculty and not be locked in at the whim of the legislature. 
2. PRESIDENT 
Accountability Measures for Washington's Higher Education System (Handout) 
President Nelson pointed out the five specified performance measures and the amount of funds held in reserve for Central 
($269,000 FYl998, $403,000 FY1999). 
Proposed Guidelines for Higher Education Accountability Plans (Handout) 
President Nelson related that there has been a meeting between Provost Dauwalder and the Higher Education Coordinating Board 
(REB.) to begin working on guideline compliance. Central is working on defining faculty productivity and an additional measure 
unique to tlte institution. 
President Nelson brought the "REB. 's Method for Setting Accountability Performance Targets for A Y 1997 -98" to the Senate's 
attention. 
Central's plan will be submitted for REB. approval by August 15, 1997. 
3. Ad Hoc Committee on Distance Education 
Chair Blaine Wilson briefly presented the Ad Hoc Distance Education Committee Report of May 14, 1997, as follows: 
The Ad Hoc Distance Education Committee was charged by the Faculty Senate chair, Robert Perkins, to recommend positions on 
each of the following issues related to distance learning and after six months of deliberation, the Distance Learning Ad Hoc 
Committee composed of Margaret Badgley, James DePaepe (ex officio), Charles McGehee, James Nimnicht, Linda Clark-Santos (ex 
officio), and Blaine R. Wilson (chair) recommended the following position statement as the basis of policy to govern the 
development and operation of distance learning at Central Washington University. 
1. Who makes the hiring or assigning of faculty decision related to distance learning? 
Whether instruction is delivered on campus, off campus, or through distance education strategies, faculty selection decisions 
are made at the department level and hiring recommendations are forwardecl to the appropriate dean. 
2. What should be CCU' s credit transfer poJicy related to distance learning courses taught at other institutions? 
There will be no distinction in credit transfer policy between distance education courses and other courses that are submitted 
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for transfer. The policy in the catalog regarding transfer credit applies equally to all courses submitted for credit transfer. 
3. What impacl if any, will distance learning systems have on the tenure and promotion decision? 
The time demands associated with distance education are such that individual departments are encouraged to consider an 
instructor's distance learning activities as they relate to service, instruction, and scholarship when merit, tenure, and/or 
promotion decisions are being made. 
4. What should tbe position of CCU be regarding worJcing with the public and private K-12 schools. communi tv colleges. and four-
year colleges and universities in sharing distance learning resources and opportunities? 
Central Washington University should enter into consortia with selected public and private two- and four-year institutions to 
share facilities, faculty, courses, and fees. Central Washington University should cooperate with public and private P-12 
schools and Educational Service Districts in matters of mutual interest as regards distance learning. 
5. What should the position of CCU be regarding financial aid support for courses and programs taken in a distance learning 
setting? 
Distance education students should receive the same consideration for financial aid as on-campus students. 
6. How wl\1 the offering of distance learning courses affect CCU graduation regui:rements? 
It is the policy of Central Washington University that courses of the university offered through distance technologies will be 
counted toward graduation in exactly the same manner as on-campus versions of the same courses. The implications of this 
policy are that all courses slated for distance delivery must meet the same standards and be approved through the same 
process as courses slated for on-campus delivery, and that credit evaluators will treat the courses identically. 
7. What position should the institution take regarding the promotion and development of distance learning opportunities? 
The university will develop sufficient technological capability, including appropriate support staff, to enable the creation 
and delivery of educational services at distance sites. Ongoing assessment will be required to insure that desired learning 
outcomes are achieved and that distance learning pedagogy is continuously improved. 
8. Who owns courses and related instructiomtl materials developed for distance learning delivery? 
The University will waive rights to copyrights on materials developed for distance learning in favor of the instructor. The 
University will not require reimbursement for production costs unless and until actual profits are generated. At the 
instructor's discretion, all video and audio tapes will be destroyed within two weeks of production. 
9. How will facuJtv be compensated when assigned to teach a distance learning course? 
How much should faculty be paid to develop distance learning instruction? 
Faculty members who agree to or are assigned to teach via distance education will receive a one-time-only 
development grant of $2,000 for each delivery mode new to the faculty member which each implements. Current 
delivery modes include two-way interactive, telecourses, and Internet delivery. Specific course development costs 
not associated with learning a new delivery mode (e.g., specific software packages, additional preparation time) 
may be requested, but would be negotiated individually between the faculty member and his or her department. 
How will faculty be compensated when assigned to teach two-way interactive instruction at two or more sites? 
Assumptions: 
1. The compensation for distance education should be sufficient to entice some of CCU' s best teaching faculty to 
deliver distance education courses in the multi-site environment. 
2. Both minimum and maximum target emollments must be established for all courses: 
Minimum size constraints would consider both total emollments at all sites and emollments at each site. 
Minimum total emollments would adhere to the established university policy. The minimum emollments for 
individual sites should consider two factors: a) program commitments made by CCU, and b) for non-program 
courses, a reasonable cost-benefit ratio. 
Maximum size would be established by the faculty, chairs, and deans on a course-by-course basis using quality 
considerations. The following question would be addressed: "Beyond what class size would it be impractical or 
even impossible to achieve the student outcomes for the course." 
3. Faculty members will identify the means through which they will meet face-to-face with students at distance 
sites, and where possible, will originate a broadcast at least once during the quarter from at least one distance site. 
Further, faculty members should schedule sufficient office hours in order to be available at convenient times to 
students at all sites. 
Full-time facultv pay plan: 
The faculty members is assigned to lead the students at his/her home-site as a part of the regularly assigned 
instructional load and is eligible to receive additional compensation for the concurrent sections at the distance sites. 
Assuming that combined emollments at all sites meet or exceed the university minimums for a course, the 
additional compensation is comprised of two components: an amount based on the rate per credit hour normally 
paid to part-time faculty to deliver the course in person, plus $500 for each distance site beyond one. 
(Thus, for a five credit class taught both on campus and at three alternative sites, the faculty member would 
receive five load credits, $2,000 based on five credit hours at $400* per credit, and $1,000 based on $500 per each 
of the second and third distance sites.) 
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Pay plan for part-time and full-time faculty volunteering to teach a distance education class on an overload basis. 
Part-time faculty and full-time faculty volunteering to teach a distance education class on an overload basis shall 
be paid: the rate per credit customarily paid to part-time faculty for the "home" site, plus $100 per credit hour for 
each distance site. 
(Thus, the faculty member teaching a five credit class in Lynnwood (the home site) plus sites at SeaTac and 
Yakima would receive $2,000 based on five credit hours at $400* per credit and $1,000 based on five credits at 
$100 times 2 distance sites.) 
*Faculty in some schools and colleges are reimbursed at $500 per credit. 
10. What should the faculty load and remuneration considerations be for Internet and telecourse based instruction? 
Internet and telecourse-based classes should be considered as part of a faculty load the same as any mother university-
supported credit course and if a continuing education delivered class, the pay scale should be on the same basis as any other 
continuing education credit class. 
Minimum total emollments would adhere to the established university policy. The minimum emollments should con-
sider two factors: a) program commitments made by CCU, and b) for non-program courses, a reasonable cost-benefit ratio. 
Maximum size would be established by the faculty, chairs, and deans on a course-by-course basis using quality 
considerations. The following question would be addressed: "Beyond what class size would it be impractical or even 
impossible to achieve the student outcomes for the course." 
Nesselroad: 
Williams: 
Wilson: 
McGehee: 
Williams: 
Clark-Santos: 
Gamon: 
Wilson: 
Ubelacker: 
Comment: 
Comment: 
McGehee: 
Donahoe: 
Hawkins: 
Commented that it might be a little ridged to set amounts (like $2,000, etc.) When an actual number is put in 
place, such as was done many years ago with part-time salaries, then those numbers tend to stay the same for years . 
Wouldn't it be better to use a more flexible system with starting figures and allowances for inflation, etc. 
Can you define "New Course Development?" 
Whenever the delivery of a course is changed, so it can be taught via distance whether by Intemet or two-way 
interactive, it would be defined as such. 
The issue was that distance education is a totally new mode. It has to do with what is involved in creating a 
distance production, not a course in general. You may have taught it all your life, but the conversion to distance 
education is so dramatic a difference that it requires different expenditures efforts. 
The question is: if the course has been taught and prepared three times by three different people, but a new pro-
fessor comes on campus and wants to teach it through distance education; do they get the $2,000 even though .. .. 
We decided that there should be enough consistency in trying to get as many courses up and running as possible. 
I thought we finally decided that the first time for a course and then if it was a new delivery mode for the faculty 
member that there would be an additional site. 
WSU in this state has the most experience. Have you talked with them? 
The committee consulted probably 20 universities throughout the country. 
I don' t like rewarding people with money for getting on a "train wreck." These people are paid by the state to 
teach, whether they do it in a class room or a distance mode is irrelevant. Paying faculty to teach in a different 
mode is wrong. This separates and divides departments; it will create strife. 
There are some faculty who will not be able to offer distance courses, specifically in the Music Department 
studio teachers cannot teach oboe over the Internet. Music faculty will immediately be at a disadvantage. Also, 
regarding graduation requirements: since there will be no difference between distance courses and courses taken on 
campus, will this lead to the situation that students will be able to take an entire degree in distance. That smacks of 
not being "university." One of the most important things a university offers is what is learned by being on campus 
and being in a community of scholars and being surrounded by the pursuit of intellectual curiosity. Sitting in a 
good lecture class, discussing issues with fellow students is very important. This is a policy we should review very 
carefully here at Central. 
The Distance Education "train" is "on the tracks." WSU is offering a social studies degree right here in 
Ellensburg. A total degree via distance. 
It is already state law that the university owns anything faculty do. Whatever faculty publish is owned by the 
state- that's the law right now. It has been asked that the state waive that right. It's in the Policies & Procedures 
Manual. All states have pre-emptive rights. 
The committee was congratulated for its work. The point of distance education is that it is as good or as poor as 
you want it to be. Many studies on it have found that instructors do need to make site visits at different times. We 
thought people wouldn't read when movies and videos came out. People are reading like crazy. Distance educa-
tion will not change the university structure. People will still want to come to university, but rural and remote 
locations need distance education. People in Wenatchee are very grateful that they do not have to drive over the 
mountains to get an education. Those of us who want to use that option should be supported. 
The committee, perhaps because of its charge, has focused primarily on the compensation for instructors which 
is really the issue that was troubled over and that has been abused over the years . I hope part of the Senate's 
deliberation and its future charge can be to go after the issue of quality with as much fervor. The process at this 
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stage must give to the departments and schools all authority possible beyond the hiring of teachers as to the content 
of the course and the level of achievement. That cannot be negotiated. There was a time when we all knew that the 
best kind of instruction was between one great teacher and one motivated student. We've gone a long ways from 
that. 
McGehee: What we learned on the committee was that distance learning was not for everyone, and not all disciplines lend 
themselves well to it (laboratories, etc.). We were told that the better faculty were attracted to it. It is a very 
intensively prepared medium (it has to be scripted, prepared) and $2,000 is not going to cut it. 
Nesselroad: There is one issue here that still needs quite a bit of consideration. That is, "how all of this interfaces with the 
last issue which is these productivity/performance measures." Depending on a lot of variables, it could either 
impact all of that favorably or very unfavorably. 
MOTION NO. 3118 was moved by Susan Donahoe and seconded by Jim Hawkins to accept the report. 
Motion No. 3118 Passed 
4. Retirement and Insurance Committee: Wendy Rittereiser, Benefits Representative, Human Resource Services related Central's 
options in adding alternate investment vendors to the CCU Retirement Plan. The Senate may choose to take a position for or against 
the addition of vendors, or the Senate may choose not to take a position. If the Senate does wish to take a position, it should be 
forwarded to the Vice President of Business and Financial Affairs through the CCU Retirement and Insurance Committee. The 
following are three alternate motions: 
1. That the Faculty Senate take a position in support of adding alternate investment vendors to the CCU Retirement Plan 
and encourages the administration to go forward with the addition of these option. 
2. That the Faculty Senate take a position in opposition of the addition of alternate investment vendors for the CCU 
Retirement Plan, due to the increase in administrative costs and the overall satisfaction with TIAA-CREF;s 
performance. 
3. That the Faculty Senate take no position on the addition of alternate investment vendors for the CCU Retirement Plan. 
MOTION NO. 3119- Terry De Vietti moved and Sid Nesselroad seconded to select motion #1: a position in support of adding 
alternate investment vendors to the CCU Retirement Plan and encourages the administration to go forward with the addition of these 
options. 
Motion No. 3119 Passed. 
5. Ad Hoc Committee on GradeJnflafion Robert Fordan presented the report. The committee will continued its work in the fall with a 
questionnaire which will be submitted to the Executive Committee by the end of October. One question of interest in response to one 
of the questions raised in the charge was, "Should the average grade appear along side the student's grade on transcripts?" Perhaps 
the percentile ranking should be seen and that be a part of the grade report not the transcript . 
Chair Perkins commented that the committee did a remarkable job considering how late date in the quarter they were given this 
charge. The committee will be reappointed for fall of 1997 and will return to the Senate with a complete report and questionnaire. 
6. FACJJJ,TY SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
MOTION NO. 3120- Charles McGehee recommended the adoption of the "Proposal regarding assigning functions of the former 
Undergraduate Council to the Faculty Senate Academic Affairs Committee" (Ref.: Motion #3022, 5/31/95). He commented that two 
years ago the Senate approved a proposal by the Academic Affairs Committee to restructure the committee and redefme its function 
to assume the functions of the previous Undergraduate Office and Undergraduate Council. The committee was charged to collate and 
edit all academic policy on campus. The committee believes that the structure has been quite successful and has brought the Senate 
into the creation of academic policy in ways that has never before been the case. 
Motion No. 3120 Passed 
BUDGET COMMITTEE - No Report 
CODE COMMITTEE - No Report 
CJJRRICJJLUM COMMITTEE - No Report 
PERSONNEL COMMITTEE- No Report 
PlffiiJC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE- No Report 
ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:00p.m. 
FIRST 97/98 REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING: OCTOBER 8, 1997 
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CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
FACULTY SENATE REGULAR MEETING: June 4, 1997 
Meeting was called to order at 3:10p.m. 
Presiding Officer: Robert H. Perklns 
Recording Secretary: Marsha Brandt 
ROLLCALL: 
Senators: 
Visitors: 
All Senators or their Alternates were present except John Alsosz.1t:>i·Peth.U, Melissa Bowers, Bobby Cwrunings, Michael 
Gleason, Gerald Gunn, Richard Mack, Deborah Medlar, James Roberts, Dieter Romboy, Todd Schaefer, Hugh Spall 
Keith Lewis, Charles McGehee, Bill Owen, Barbara Radke, Wendy Rittereiser, Carolyn Wells, Blaine Wilson 
CHAJ'I'GES OF AGENDA: Faculty Productivity Report: Sid Nesselroad 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
The minutes of !he May 14, 1997, Faculty Senate meeting wore approved as distributed 
COMMUNICA TJONS: 5/8/97 memo from Faculty Senate Personnel Committee re: Regression Analysis of Salary Inequities ofNon-
tenure-track faculty with Academic Year Appointments 
REPORTS: 
I. Q!AIR: 
MOTION NO. 3115- 1997/98 Faculty Senate Grievance Committee membershjo: 
Reports to: President 
Purpose: Resolve, by informal means, specific grievances, dispules or coollicts of faculty members and 
recommends action to the President. (Members appointed by the Faculty Senate Executive Committee 
and ratified by the Faculty Senate.) 
Membership: 6 faculty (3 regular members and 3 alternates) 
Regular Members: Patrick O'Shaughnessy, Accounting 3 years 
2years 
I year 
3 years 
2 years 
I year 
Jim Brown, Teacher Education Program 
Alternate Members: 
Nancy Jurenka, Teacher Education Program 
Brenda Hubbard, Theatre Arts 
Steve Schepman, Psychology 
Corwin King, Communication 
Motion No. 3115 Passed 
MOTION NO. 3116- 1997/98 Faculty Senate Standing Committee List: 
Comment 
Perkins: 
Hawkins: 
Conunent: 
Nelson: 
Comment: 
Perkins: 
Gamon: 
The Budget Committee which will be doing the salary inequity srudy shows no diversity as far as 
representing women or any other under-represented group. A subcommittee consisting of a diverse group 
just for the Salary Inequity Srudy was suggested. 
Just prior to the meeting the creation of an ad hoc couunittee on the salary inequity study was being 
discu.s.scd. CW.ir Perkins suggested that the idea be preseoted to the Executive Corrunittee for approval 
and appoinuncn·L 
Persons of diverse backgrounds do not necessarily speak to diverse issues in a positive manner. 
Knowing the members of the Budget Committee rather well, I !rust their ethics. They probably have as 
strong opinions in support of minority groups as do !hose coming from those groups. In fac~ to choose 
someone to be on a conunittee by their gender or race is, in fact, not appropriate. 
It would be preferred to see people on the committee wilh different perspectives, i.e., people who have 
lived with salary inequity. 
If we don' t start this srudy on the right foo~ when !he end is reacbcd no one will believe !he results. 
People need to accept the makeup of this committee. 
What. Dr. Nelson <ays is true :1.t1d l.t should speU. to aU the committees th•t tbe Senate supports· they 
should reflect the diversity tlut c:xlsts on the F•eulty Senate and on the campus. 
D iversity i.o: taken into consideration by the Executive Committee. Months are spent pulling toge ther 
Senate :os well :os University committees. Althoug h some committees are defined with 3 gender 
breakdown, the Executive Committee ttkl:$ into consideration equity distri'bution. An all men committee 
is usually due to no women volunteering for committees. 
The number of women on campus is small. By the time women are put on committees, they are 
overworked. 
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Nesselroad: 
Hawkins: 
Comment 
Perkins: 
Williams: 
Benson: 
McGehee: 
Monson: 
Perkins: 
Nelson: 
Kidwell: 
Nelson: 
Perkins: 
Donohoe: 
Perkins: 
Haw Ieins: 
We can vole to approve thcs.e com.mlrcees. but move to seck additional membership to achieve 
diversity. The Senate Commi.tlecs = not limited to five members. 
If we .select committees by lhe members' gender or r:1cc, we will saddle those people wilh the 
e~pccuuion !hot they would spc4k with more authori ty on U..Ucs relating to their n ee and gcll(!er. It is 
more in.clusive to deol with the issues th3t people stund for with a ea111in pus ion th3D to assume that 
because of whot they ore, lhe"' is a philosophy th~.t follows. 
We should approve an ad hoc committee for the salary inequity srudy and approve the expanding 
committees as :a different issue.. 
Ad hoc committees are well designed to handle one basic issue. We should reexamine different 
breakdowns on committees. 
We need committee memberShip diversity fiom peop le who an not full pro{e~rs, ethnic 
b•ckgrounds, etc. It behooves us to m ake the commilment to tlut cvea though the mmy 11Uie fu ll 
professoJS on lhc committees :ue vay well sui~d to represent these views. nu. Is a credlbility issue. 
Living here for almost thirty years, [ dlrulot sec !his premise as being close to true. Most of us >1 this 
table"" living ~th immense inequity. M.;;y !>feur salaries"" 40"/o to 50"/o below when we are hired. 
The university faculty as a whole "" living in relative deprivation. Are there not staggered terms on the 
Budget Committee? (No) To assume that faculty input through hearings, etc. cannot influence or be 
considered by anyone of se.xual orientation. gender. r.ac~>, age. eto. is someth.ing we should get beyond. 
The people on the Budget Committee an represent the general interests of !he filculty. The.process of 
diScerning gender incquity should be obje<:tivc. The datll should speak for th~lves. However, !he. 
regression analysis doesn't have enough data to be adequate 
Bill's points are very well tnl;en, but they ..,.. ol.so beside lbe point Th.c President's poinl goes to the 
question of law, mainly that it is the appeanncc of fairness that counts nollh<: acrual fact of •ppearance. 
If you start out with a committee that is by defmition according to federal guidelines out of balance, then 
the outcome will be out of balance as well. You simply will not be tnl;cn seriously. You cao't rely on 
volunleers, you need to get on the phone and twist some arms if need be. 
It was my understanding that the Budget Committee would be worlcing with the consultants. 
That motion is an ongoing motion. It is for years to come in the process of dealing with inequity. 
What we arc IIying to do is the consultant will bring us into line. I would assume the consultant would get 
information from various committees. The ad hoc committee will oversee the initial action. 
The defmition/structure should be put together by the faculty. It will fail if it appell!S that the 
administration or someone else is putting it together. It should be worked on it this summer, so we can be 
ready to go in the fall with an RFP to get the consultant on board to do this study. Our criteria should be 
specific. We will be throwing away $50,000 if we don't come out of the shoot straight on. 
What is this new committee putting together? Last year we had murual aceus>tions of a fiXed agenda. 
The whole suggestion of an outside consultant was to bring in some body who would conduct a srudy 
strictly based on statistical relevance and based on the knowledge of court cases, the law and statistics • 
based on things which have been taken to court and not individuals' opinions on what should and 
shouldn't count If we put together yet another committee we will only produce more opinions ralher than 
what's been tried legally in the courts. 
The consultant will respond to an RFP. We can'tjust say we want a consultant to conduct a faculty 
salary srudy and thai's the end of it The more you put in, the more it will cost The more difficult things 
you put in, the more it•s going to cost. We need to put in our five, six or seven key points so that the 
consultants wiJI address those points you deem most important. \Vbat we feel is most important is not 
defined yet. 
The last motion has set a frame of guidelines which need to be developed because the RFP needs lo be 
specific. 
Can committee nominations be taken from the floor today? 
There is nothing to prevent us from adding individuals to the list These "" recommendations that 
come out of the Executive Committee based on faculty volunteering. As such there could be other 
recommendations. It is very difficult to do committee work on the Senate floor. The Senate can activale 
tbe Executive Committee to re-examine the Budget Comminee and ils makeup. 
It there some-confusion over the tnsk as bond? What we are doing is electing the metnbership of the 
sWiding committee:$ which do the grouodwork.o(lhe Sen>~. The Scn•tc Budget Committee has much lo 
do every yar. Perh:lps it would help if the cl»rge to the Budget Committee, relating to the uhry inequity 
srudy, was either developed and sent to the Setl•te for their •pp<ovol. OR ,bec>usc it is such • p:u1icular 
Issue, !he •d hoc committee msde up of • membership which Is reOcctive of the ch:uge could be chosen 
for thai' partieUI:u inst:lnce. 
Motion No. 3116 Passed. 
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Pay plitn for pw4ime and fuJI.tjmc fq-;y!ty volunleqring to fej;)Ch !) djstpnce edu«tJon slpss on an overload b11sls 
Pon-time faculty OJid. fuU-timc f•culty volunteering m teacb a dislllllce education cion on an o•etload b•sis shall 
be poid: the r11ll: per credit custoourily p.>id to plll1·tlme faculty fo.r the "home" site, plus S 100 per credit hour for 
C3th distance site. 
(Thus, 1ht faa>hymember teaching • five credit elou in lynnw~ (the home site) plus sites at SeaTac and 
Yakima would receive S2.000 basod on five credit hours at $400• per credit and Sl,OOO based on five credits at 
S 100 times 2 distance sites.) 
*Faculty in some schools and colleges are reimbursed at $500 per credit. 
10. Wbat Woyld she faculty fo;uJ 3nd remunsmujon cqnsidcmtioN be for Internet :and selccgurs ba$£d jnsnyc:rion? 
Internet OJld tcl«oursc-bascd classes should be coos!den:d as put of a focully load the same as any mother university· 
supponcd credit eoum: lll!d if a continuing eductttion d.elivcred class, the P•Y scale should be on the same basis as any other 
continuing educuion credit elu.. 
Minimum total enrollments would adhere ro the established university policy. The minimum enrollments should con-
sider two factors: a) program commitments made by CCU, and b) for non-program courses, a reasonable cost-benefit ratio. 
Mit:dmum siu would be est>blished by the faculty, chairs, and deans on a course-lw·course basis using quality 
consider.uioos. The following questio.n would be >~d; "Beyond what class sh:e would it be impractical or even 
impossible to achieve the student outcomes for the course:· 
Nesse!road: 
Williams: 
Wilson: 
McGehee: 
Williams: 
Clark-Santos: 
Gamon: 
Wilson: 
Ubelacker: 
Comment: 
Comment: 
McGehee: 
Donahoe: 
Hawkins: 
Commented thai it might be • linle ridged to ,scr amounl$ {like $2,000. etc.} Wben •n acrual nu.mber is put in 
place, such u wos done mony years >go with part-time salaries, then those numbers tend 10 st>y the Sllrru: for year.;. 
Wouldn "t it be bener 10 usc • more flexible system witb swtingJigw<$ and :rllowanc .. for inflation. etc_ 
Can you define "New Course De'•elopment?" 
Whenever the delivery of • cours<: is changed, so it can be taught via distance whether by Internet or two-way 
inter.~ctfve, ir would be de. fined 1u .such. 
The issue was that distllnce education IS a totally new mode. 1t has to do with what is involved in creating a 
distance production, not~ course in general. You may have taught it all your life, but the conversion to d~nee 
education is so dramatic a. difference that it requires different expenditures efforts. 
The question is: if the course bas been t>ught >nd prcpored three times by lhrce different pcgplc. but• new pro-
fessor comes on ampus 11nd "'""'"10 reocb it through di~ce edueati.on; do they ger lheS2,000 even though .••• 
We decided that there should be enough consistency .in trying to getu many eoursc:S up iUid runn"IDg as possible. 
I thought we finally decided Wl ll~e frrsr time for a cowse and then if it was a new delivery mode for the f•culty 
momber thot there would be on odditiorul !i~ 
WSU in this state has the most experience. Have you talked with them? 
The committee consulted probably 20 universities lhroughout the country. 
I do<i ' tlil<e rewarding people with mon.ey for getting on a "rr.>in ,wreck." These people are'pald by the state to 
teach. whether they do it in a class room or a distm~e mode is i.m:li:vont. Pay.ing faculty to tC3ch in a different 
mode is VtTong. This separates and divides departments; it will create strife. 
ThCie are some faculty who wiltnor be able to offer distance courses, specificolly in the Music Dep11rtmenr 
srudio reachers eonnatteoch oboe over the Internet. Music faculty will iinmediarely be ar o dJ .. dv>ntage. Aao, 
~'<'garding ~rion n:quircme.nts: Since lhm: will be no difference bctwc<n d~llmcc courses and courses taken on 
campus, will this lead to the situation that srudents will be able to take an entire degree in distance. That smacks of 
nor being "University." One oftbe mo<r imponontthings a univmity offers is what is lt<~med by being on campus 
ond being in~ community of scholors ond bcing.sunoundcd by the 'pw:suit of inrellcciUi>l curiosity. Silting in • 
11ood lecrure class, diScuuiog issues with fellow srudents is very impoltlln~ This is a policy we should I'<'View very 
carefully here •t C.ntr.Jl. 
The Distance Edueud'on ''trn.in'' is uon the tracks. •• WSU is offering a social studies degree right here in 
Ellensburg, A total degree via distance, 
It is already st:J(.t law that the university owns anything faculty do. Whatever faculty publisb is owned by the 
slate- that•s the law right now. It bas been asked that thest>le waive that right. It's in the Policies & Procedures 
Manual. All states bave pre-emptive rights. 
The commlnce wu congntulared for its wor:lc. The point ofdist>nce education Is that it is as goodoros poor as 
you wunr it to be. M3.11ystudies on it ~lave found thor instructors do need 10 ro:tke sire visits -at diffel'<'nttimes. We 
thought people wouldn't read when movies and videos come out People an: rcadiog like =zy. Distan<:e educa-
tion will nor chlnge the university struewrc. People will still want to come to univ=ity, bur rom! and remote 
IC>Clldoos need dist:Jnce education. People in Wena(l)bce ore very·gr..tefullhllt they do not hove to drive over the 
mountains to get an education. Those of l1S who want to use that option should be supported. 
The committee, perhaps because of its charge, bas focused primarily on the compensation for instructors which 
is really the issue that was troubled over and that has been abused over the years. I hope part of the Senate's 
deliberation and its future charge can be to go after the issue of quality with as much fervor. The process al this 
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stage must give to the depanmenlS and :~ehools aU oulhoriry possible beyond the hiring of reacben .. to the conlcnl 
of the course and the level of achievement That Cli.MOtbe negotiated. There was a time when we •II knew that 
the best lcind of instruction was between one great teaeher·ond one motivated srudent. We've gone • long way1 
from th>l. 
McGehee; Whot we lcamed on th.e committee wu thor distanec lcaming wu not for e•ery.one, and nor aU di:~erplines lend 
thm~Selve> well to it (labomrories, etc·.). We wese told that the better faculty were atlrilcted to it. It is • very 
intensively prcp.>red medium (it bas robe scripted, prepared) and $2,000 is not going to cut it. 
Nesselroad: There: is one issue here lhu still needs quire a bit of consider.ulon. That is, "how all of this inrerfoces with the 
laS! issue which is these produetivity/perfo!TDllnce rnc:;uure$;· Depending on a lor ofvari•bles, it could either 
impact all of tho! favor:rbly or very unfavol"llobly. 
MOTION NO. 3118 wu movtd by Susan Donahoeand5eConded by Jim Hawkins to occeptthe report. 
Motion No. 3118 Passed 
4. R~rlr~mrnt opd lnsuranc• Commi!!ot: Wendy Rlttereiser, Benefits Representative, Humon Resource Services reloted Central 's 
options in oddiog ;>]remote investment vendors {0 the CCU Rcrin:menr Pt.n·. "'fhe Sen:ltc rmy.c.hoose to t:Jke • posjrion for or •goinst 
the addition of vendors. or the Senate ITQY choose not to take a position. lfthe Senate does wisb to take • position. ir should be 
fofWilrded to the Vice President of Business and Financial Affairs through the CCU Retirement and Imuran.ec Commineo. The 
following""' three alrcm•tc motions: 
I. That the Faculty SC113tt take a position in suppon of oddlng oltemate investmeat vendo~ to the CCU Retirement Plan 
and encouBgcs the administr.Jtion logo forward with the addition of these optioa. 
2. Tbot the Faculty Senate take a position in opposition or the oddition of altcmall: in\IC$1mcnt vendois for the ccu 
R~in:ment Plan, due to the increase in administrative costs aod the overall satisfaction with TIAA-CREF;s 
pcrl"ormance. 
3. That tbe Foculty Serurc to,!(e no position on the addition of altcm.o.te investment vcndor:r for the CCU Retirement Plan. 
MOTION NO 3119. "ferry OcVkrri moved illldSid Nessclrood scconded to select motion ~1: • position In suppon of adding 
allcm3.le in,·estmcnt vendors to the CCU Rcdremcnr Plan 11nd encourog .. the administration to go forw>rd '!"ith the addition of these 
options. 
Motion No. 3119 Passed. 
S. Ad H<K Commluec on GradclnOatjon Roben Focdan presented the repon. The commiltce will continued its work in the fall with 
• questionnaire wbich will be submitted ID the Executive Committee by the end of October. One question of interest in response to 
one of the questions 111ised in the charge was. "Should the avcmgc gr:rde appear •long sidctbe student's gr..de on rr.mscriprs'r 
Puhaps thepcrccndle rankillg should ~seen aod that be • pm of the gnat repon not the rnnscript . 
Ch•ir Perk.inll commented that the commilfl:e did a rmmrk>ble job considering how late dot~ in the quorter they were gi\•en this 
charge. The committee will be reappointed for f>ll of 1997 and will rcwm ro the Senate with; complete repon 3Jid questionnaire. 
6. FACULTY SENATE STANDING COMMIDEE REPORIS; 
ACADAMJC AFFAIRS COI\fMITIEE 
Mono·N NO. 3120 · Charles McGehee rttomrncndcd the adoprion of the "Proposal regarding assigning functions of the fanner 
Undergndu•te Council to the FacultY Senate Academic AlTai~ Committee" (ReL: Motion #3022, SfJ 1195). He conuncn.ttd that 
two yean ago the Senate appro~cd a proposal by the Ac~demic Affairs Commi.ttce to resli\Jctun: the comminee and redefine its 
function to >SSUIIIC tbeiUncrions of the previous Uodcrgmduale Office aod Undergr.tduate Council. The comminec was clu.rged to 
collall: and edit aU ;c•demie policy on c•mpus. The commlnce believes thal the structure bas been quite succwful and has brought 
the Senall: into the crcotion ofaoademic policy in ways that has never before been th~ case. 
Motion No. 3120 Passed 
BUDGET COMMITTEE · No Report 
CODE COMMITTEE • No Report 
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE ·No Report 
PERSONNEL COMMITTEE . No Report 
PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE · No Report 
ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:00p.m. 
FIRST 97/98 REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING: OCTOBER 8, 1997 
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2. 
3. 
MOTION NO. 3I I7 CAd Hoc Salary Inequity Study Commilte!i) was moved by Cindy ElllD1llDS and seconded by Jim 
Hawkins to form an Ad Hoc Committee on Salary Inequity Study. 
Motion No. 3117 passed. 1 Oppose, 1 abstain 
FRIENDLY AMENDMENT TO MQTION NO. 31 I 7 was moved by Michelle Kidwell and seconded by Cindy Monson 
and Jim Hawkins that the Salary Inequity Study Ad Hoc Committee be appointed to reflect the diversity of the faculty and 
to oversee and develop a request for proposal (RFP) 
AMENDMENT MOTION NO. 3117 A was moved by Jim Hawkins and seconded by Sid Nesselroad to dete~e whether 
or not we need an outside consultant. 
Amendment Motion 3117A was withdrawn. 
AMENDMENT MOTION NO. 31178 was moved by Sid Nesselroad and seconded by Terry De Vietti to charge the Salary 
Inequicy Study Ad Hoc Committee to work over the summer. 
Amendment Motion No. 3117B Passed: 1 oppose, 4 abstain. 
Collective Bargaining Election: Chair Perkins reported that over 70% of the faculty voted. 
Tenure, Tenure-Track: 211 Yes Votes, 77 No Votes 
Adjunct (50%+) Spring: 25 Yes Votes, 7 No Votes 
Administrative Faculty: 10 No Votes 
Chair Perkins will be relating these results to the Board of Trustees at the June 13, 1997, meeting. 
Faculty Productivity Renort: Sid Nesselroad reponed on the Council ofFaeulty Representatives (CAR) meeting of May 25, 1997. 
There were four delegates from each of the six state-funded institutions ofhigher education in attendance, a staff person from the 
governor's office, and two staff persons from the Higher Education Coordinating Board (HEB.). The agenda addressed the issues 
relating to the recently legislated performance measures. The nebulous "Faculty Productivity Measure." was discussed. All present 
agreed that I) any faculty productivity measure should look at unit productivity first before looking at individual productivity for the 
reason that education's product is graduates and educated people and we do that in programs and units more than in individuals. 
Secondly, it was recommended to design some way to look at productive work that faculty presently does versus non-productive 
work, i.e., paperwork that faculty is not equipped to do that cuts into productive time. 
Ken Gamon, CCU CAR representative, mentioned that CAR took this on as a way of trying to get ahead of the curve and be out front 
in deciding what productivity means among faculty and not be locked in at the whim of the legislature. 
PRESIDENT 
Accountability Measures for Washington's Higher Education System (Handout) 
President Nelson pointed out the five specified performance measures and the amount of funds held in reserve for Central 
($269,000 FY1998, $403,000 FY\999). 
Proposed Guidelfnes for Higher Education Accountability Plans (Handout) 
President Nelson related that there has been a meeting between Provost Dauwalder and the Higher Education Coordinating Board 
(HEB.) to begin working on guideline compliance. Central is working on defwing faculty productivity and an additional measure 
unique to the institution. 
President Nelson brought the "HEB.'s Method for Setting Accountability Performance Targets forAY 1997-98" to the Senate's 
anention. 
Central's plan will be submitted for HEB. approval by Augustl5, 1997. 
Ad Hoe Committee on Distance Education 
Chair Blaine Wilson briefly presented the Ad Hoc Distance Education Committee Report of May 14, 1997, as follows: 
The Ad Hoc Distance Education Committee was charged by the Faculty Senate chair, Robert Perkins, to recommend positions on 
each of the following issues rJ:lated to distance learning and after six months of deliberation, the Distance Learning Ad Hoc 
Committee composed of Margaret Badglel(,_Jarnes DePaepe (ex officio), Charles McGehee, James Nimoich~ Linda C\ark-Santos (ex 
officio), and Blaine R. Wilson (chair) recomMended the following position statement as the basis of policy to govem the 
development and operation of distance learning at Central Washington University. 
1. Who makes the bjring or assignjng offacultv decisjon related to djstance Jeamjng? 
Whether instruction is delivered on campus, off campus. or through distance education strategies, faculty selection decisions 
arc made at the department level and hiring recommendations arc forwarded to the appropriate dean. 
2. What should be CCU's credjt transfer policy related to djstance Jearnjog courses taught at other institutions? 
There will be no distinction in credit transfer policy between distance education courses and other courses that are submitted 
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for transfer. The policy in the catalog regarding transfer credit applies equally to all courses submitted for credit transfer. 
3. What impact if anv will distance learning svstems have on the tenure and promotion decjsjon? 
The time demands associated with distance education are such that individual departments are encouraged to consider an 
instructor's distance learning activities as they relate to service, instruction, and scholarship when merit, tenure, and/or 
promotion decisions are being made. ' 
4. \VIm shpuld tbe oosjrion ofcctJ be reg;trdjnq WQrkine wjtb tbe pubJie i!nd priwt:e K-12.scbools cgmmunhy cqllcges and ,foor-
yen co lt¢gn and unjvcQjriq in :;bjlring ditf'!lnC!c Jqmjng rwourm ;tvd opwrruoirjes? 
c~ntr.d Washington University should enter ·into consorti.:> with Selected public and private I:WII- ond four-year institutions to 
sh.ott filcilities, fo.culty;eoursel;, o.nd fees. Central Washington Unlverslcy should eoopcr:uc wi!h public onil privl!c P-12 
schools ""d Educ:uiorull Service Distric!S in m:~ner.s of muru.:U inte~ as rega.rd.s distant< learning. 
5. \lfbat should tho pOsj tion of CQJ h£ c;-gimifng Jjnpm;ial aid M1ppon Cor s;nurnn and promms (,)k£D jn " dismncs leming 
setting? 
Distance education srudcnts should receive the same consideration for financial aid as on-campus students. 
6. How will the offering of distance learning courses affect CCU graduatjon requirements? 
It is the policy of Central Washington University that courses of the university offered through distance technologies will be 
counted toward graduation in exactly the same manner as on-campus versions of the same courses. The implications of this 
policy are that all courses slated for distance delivery must meet the same standards and be approved through the same 
process as courses slated for on-campus delivery, and that credit evaluators will treat the courses identically. 
7. Wbar posiripn should the fnstirurfpn tvke rwari:lin g ths: m mgrion ;md deys;Jopmcnt gfdjsmnco laming opponunitjes? 
The university will develop sufficient technological capability, including appropriate support staff, to enable the creation 
and delivery of educational services at distance sites. Ongoing assessment will be required to insure that desired learning 
outcomes are achieved and that distance learning pedagogy is continuously improved. 
8. Wbo owns courses and related instructional materials developed for djstance leamjng de1ivery? 
The University will waive rights to copyrights on materials developed for distance learning in favor of the instructor. The 
University will not require reimbursement for production costs unless and until actual profits are generated. At the 
instructor's discretion, all video and audio tapes will be destroyed within two weeks of production. 
9. How wjll faculty be compensated when assigned to teach a djstance learning course? 
How much should faculty be paid to develop distance learning instruction? 
Faculty members who agree to or are assigned to teach via distance education will receive a one-time-only 
development grant of $2,000 for each delivery mode new to the faculty member which each implements. Currem 
delivery modes include two-way interactive, telecourses, and Internet delivery. Specific course development costs 
not associated with learning a new delivery mode (e.g .• specific software packages, additional preparation time) 
may be requested, but would be negotiated individually between the faculty member and his or her depanment. 
How will faculty be compensated when assigned to teach two-way interactive instruction at two or more sites? 
Assumptions· 
I. The compensation for distance education should be sufficient to entice some ofCCU's best teaching faculty to 
deliver distance education courses in the multi-site environment. 
2. Both minimum and maximum target enrollments must be established for all courses: 
Minimum size constraints would consider both total enrollments at all sites and enrollments at each site. 
Minimum total enrollments would adhere to the established university policy. The minimum enrollments for 
individual sites should consider two factors: a) program commitments made by CCU, and b) for non-program 
courses, a reasonable cost-benefit ratio. 
Maximum size would be established by the faculty, chairs, and deans on a course-by-course basis using quality 
considerations. The following question would be addressed: "Beyond what class size would it be impractical or 
even impossible to achieve the student outcomes for the course." 
3. Faculty members will identify the means through which they will meet face-to-(ace with students at distance 
sites, and where possible, will originate a broadcast at least once during the quarter from at least one distance site. 
Further, faculty members should schedule sufficient office hours in order to be available at convenient times to 
srudents at all sites. 
Full-time facultv pay plan: 
The faculty members is assigned to lead the students at his/her home-site as a part of the regularly assigned 
instructional load and is eligible to receive additional compensation for the concurrent sections at the distance sites. 
Assuming that combined enrollments at all sites meet or exceed the university minimums for a course, the 
additional compensation is comprised of two components: an amount based on the rate per credit hour normally 
paid to part-time faculty to deliver the course in person, plus $500 for each distance site beyond one. 
(Thus, for a five credit class taught both on campus and at three alternative sites, the faculty member would 
receive five load credits, $2,000 based on five credit hours at $400• per credi~ and $1,000 based on $500 per each 
of the second and third distance sites.) 
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FACULTY SENATE REGULAR MEETING 
3:10 p.m . ~ Wednesday, June 4, 1997 
BARGE 412 
~ 
I. ROLL CALL 
II. CHANGES TO AGENDA 
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: May 14, !997 
IV. 
v. 
COMMUNICATIONS 
-518191 mem.oJTom Faculty Senate Personnel Committee re: Regression Analysis of Salary Inequities of 
Non-tenure-track Faculty with Academic Year Appointments. 
REPORTS: 
1. CHAIR 
MOTION: 1997198 Faculty Senate Grievance Committee membership (attached) 
MOTION: 1997/98 Faculty Senate Standing Committee List (attached) 
2. PRESIDENT 
3. Ad Hoc Cononittee on Distance Education - Blaine R. Wilson 
4. MOTION: Retirement and Insurance Committee 
- Bill Owen, Wendy Rittereiser 
5. Ad Hoc Cononittee on Grade Inflation (attached) - Robert Fordan 
6. FACULTY SENATE COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
MOTI ON: ACADEMIC AFFAIRS CO;MHITTEE' - Charles Mc~hee , Chair 
Proposal r egarding assigning functions of the fo rmer Undergr:~du:1te Council to the 
Faculty Sena te Ac.1demic AlTa irs Commiuee (Motion #3022~ S/3 1/95) (aUa.clJed) 
BUDGET COMMITTEE - Barney Erickson, Chair 
CODE COMMITTEE - Beverly Heckart, Chair 
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE - Clara Richardson, Chair 
PERSONNEL COMMITTEE - Karen Adamson, Chair 
PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE - Bobby Cummings, Chair 
VI. 
VII. 
VIII. 
OLD BUSINESS 
NEW BUSINESS 
ADJOURNMENT 
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e.g. John Smith 
TH 332 
HIST 201 
A 
A 
57th percentile 
lOth percentile 
1 2 
68 
Thus, we would know that in TH 332, out of 12 students, 57% were at 
or below John. In HIST 201 out of 68, only 10% were at or below 
John . 
The committee sees this as one of the first steps in addressing the 
problem of grade inflation. Perhaps at a later date the idea of placing 
this information on transcripts should be reviewed, and we .have 
placed a question related to this matter on our questionnaire. 
4. How should repeated course grades be calculated in their GPA? 
The committee believe the most recent grade, computed into 
Grade Point Average, represents the most updated level of 
knowledge of the student in th·e subject matter. 
Departmental Ouestjons: 
1. Should each deparfiTienc establish it-s own grading philosophy? 
No, for two reasons:· (1) This issue verges on a v.jolation of 
academic privilege; and (2}a p:olicy is already spelled out for 
departments in the CWU catalogue, 
However, the committee also believes that each faculty 
member ~bould have a grading philosophy that is defensible, and 
that department chairs might take some role in makin-g sure that 
individual faculty grades are justified. 
2. Should each department examine their own course offering to 
determine the manner of grading for each class? 
Yes, with consideration given to the types of courses offered by 
the department. For example, if the basi~ for gr.ading in the course is 
primarily attendance, an SIU grade should seriously be considered. 
II. Fall Quarter, 1997 work 
Department Ouestionpaire; 
Due to receiving our charge so late in the quarter, our committee has 
agreed to draft a questionnaire which will be submitted to all CWU 
departments. Our questionnaire document will be submitted to the 
Faculty Senate Executive Committee no later than October 31, 1997. 
To: Robert Perkins, Chair, Faculty Senate Executive Committee 
From: Robert Fordan, Chair, Ad Hoc Committee on Grade Inflation 
Date: 5/21/97 
Re: Grade Inflation Committee Report/Spring '97 
Our charge was to $Ubmit a· report by May 21, 1997 on the subject of 
grade inflation, reviewing various departmental and university-wide 
measures that could be taken to address the problem. However, due 
to the fact that our charge arrived at the beginning of May, and our 
report was due today, there was not enough time- to completJ: the 
tasks the Faculty Senate discussed and recommended at its December 
4, 1996 meeting-to question departments to fi.nd ways to address. 
grade inflation. Thus, our Spring Qyarte.r, 1997 report consists of: I. 
addr~sing the questions posed in our Spring Quarter, 1997 charge; 
and II. listing what we will do to complete our work fall Quarter, 
1997. 
The following then, is our report: 
I. We will address the issues raised in the charge: 
Unjversjty-wjde Questions: 
1. How should independent study courses be graded? 
The committee recommends no change in the guidelines, as 
they appear to suggest rigor and accountability. There 's no reason 
why IS courses should be viewed any differently from regular 
classes. 
2. What should the withdrawal policy be at CWU? 
The committee does not believe the withdrawal policy's effect 
on grade inflation can be determined without data which establishes 
student withdrawal has a significant impact on the grade spectrum 
campus wide. We have included the issue on our questionnaire for 
further stuc!y. 
3. Should the average class grade appear along side the student's 
grade on the tran-script? 
The committee would like to see students receive a grade and 
their standing in class, in the grade report ·which is sent home to 
students. The student's grade would be followed by a percentile 
ranking in the class, and the number of students enrolled in the 
course. 
ROLL CALL 1996-97 
MEETING: 6-# -97 
__fot-SOSZATAI-PETHEO, John 
V AR~T, Walter 
~GHAN,Jim 
~BLArR, Karen 
_§OWERS, Melissa 
~RODERSEN, Bret 
_-----v __ RBURKHARDT, John 
__ CLEA~Y, Delores 
-~UMMINGS, Bobby 
V D'ACQUISTO, Leo 
~eVIETTI, Terry 
-zQONAHOE, Susan 
/EMMANS, Cindy 
ORDAN, Robert 
AMON, Ken 
__ GLEASON, Michael . 
UNN, Gerald 
-----!<~· AWKINS, Jim 
-"'--7' OOD, Webster 
-r....r-KAMINSKI, Walter 
___..:;__KIDWELL, Michelle 
__ MACK, Richard 
_____flEDLAR, Deborah 
-~Vc.:;_--MO ONSON, Luetta 
.. V?'-- xELSON, Ivory 
-----v-NESSELROAD, Sidney 
LSON, Steve 
8ERKINS, Rob 
\;?PRIGGE, Debra 
__ ROBERTS, James 
_J'OMBOY, Dieter 
V /ROSELL, Sharon 
BIN, Charles 
HLSTRAND, James 
__ SCHAEFER, Todd 
_%9P:LL, .,ugt:l 
\/'SPENCER, Andrew 
OMAS, Carin 
EBELACKER, Morris 
ILLIAMS, Wendy 
WYATT, Marla 
EH, Thomas 
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__ HACKENBERGER, Steven 
__ JEFFERIES, Stephen 
__ RICHMOND, Lynn 
__ HECKART, Beverly 
-.~k-DRIDGE, Aaron 
V BENSON, William 
__ GRAY, Loretta 
__ MUSTAIN, Wendy 
__ FOUTS, Roger 
__ JURENKA,Nancy 
__ ROBERTS, Neil 
__ GARRETT, Roger 
__ HARPER, James 
__ ERNEST, Kris 
__ FAIRBURN, Wayne 
__ .ZETTERBERG, Mark 
__ BURKHOLDER, Peter 
__ HOLDEN, LAD 
__ GELLENBECK,Ed 
__ GHOSH, Koushik 
__ HEESACKER,Gary 
__ WOODCOCK, Don 
__ DAUWALDER, David 
__ MARTIN, Terry 
__ BERTELSON, Cathy 
__ CAPLES, Minerva 
__ JOHNSTON, C. Wayne 
__ MORENO, Stella 
__ BRAUNSTEIN, Michael 
__ HINTHORNE, James 
__ LEWIS, Keith 
__ WIRTH, Rex 
__ ESBECK, Ed 
-~BOERS, Geoffrey 
\/KURTZ, Martha 
__ ALWIN, John 
__ WEYANDT, Lisa 
__ SCHACTLER, Carolyn 
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VISITOR SIGN-IN SHEET 
Please sign your name and return sheet to Faculty Senate secretary 
directly after the meeting. Thank you. · 
To: 
From: 
Date: 
Central 
Washington 
University 
Department of Accounting 
School of Business & Economics 
Ellensburg, Washington 98926 
(509) 963-3339 
Faculty Senate Executive Committee Ji>~C' 
tt ~,v ~ ~"<' () ~() ~clt)l- (99,> 
Karen Adamson 
Personnel Committee 
May 8, 1997 ~.,~ 
C: Dr. Ivory Nelson, Dr. David Dauwalder, Interested Others 
Below is the regression analysis regarding salary inequities of 
nontenure track faculty with academic year appointments at Central 
washington University. As with Curriculum and Supervision/Teacher 
Education, gender is statistically significant. The law states 
that for women there must be equal pay for equal work. 
Supppary - Nontenure Track Faculty 
variables considered: Gender - (male or female) 
Terminal degree - (yes or no) 
Area of teaching - (SB&E, CEPS, CAH, COTS) 
Results: 
The regression equation is 
salary = $32,150 - $2,225 sex + $1,304 degree + $8,576 sbe - $174 
cep - $2,049 cah 
Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio p 
Constant 32150 1014 31.71 0.000 
sex -2224.6 998.6 -2.23 0.031 
degree 1304 1178 1.11 0.275 
sbe 8576 1222 7.02 0.000 
cep -174 1318 -0.13 0.896 
cah -2049 1216 -1.69 0.100 
s = 3047 R-sq = 70.4% R-sq(adj) = 66.8% 
Interpretation: 
Statistically when exam~n~ng all nontenure track faculty with 
academic year appointments, women are paid $2,225 less than men. 
Regression analysis determines that salary for both men and women on 
the average is composed of $32,150 plus $1,304 for a terminal degree 
minus $2,225 if you are female plus or minus the following 
adjustment for the college you are teaching in: 
School of Business and Economics 
College of Education & Professional Studies 
College of Arts and Humanities 
College of the Sciences 
+ $8,576 
- ($174) 
- ($2,049) 
no adjustment 
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Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board 
Accountability Measures for Washington's 
Higher Education System 
June 3, 1997 
The 1997-99 biennial budget [ESHB 2259, Sections 601-610], enacted by the Washington Legislature 
and approved by Governor Locke, sets accountability measures for Washington's higher education sys-
tem. Measures are outlined and defined in the budget's proviso language. Responsibility for measuring, 
and assuring achievement of, performance is assigned to the Higher Education Coordinating Board 
[HECBJ for the four-year universities and college, and to the State Board for Community and Technical 
Colleges for the public two-year institutions. 
For the four-year institutions, five performance measures are specified: 
1. Undergraduate Graduation Efficiency Index 
2. Undergraduate Student Retention 
3. 5-year Graduation Rates 
4. Faculty Productivity Measure (to be defined) 
5. Additional measure for each of the six four-year institutions 
The budget also sets statewide performance goals for the first three measures, with goals for the latter 
two to be determined by HECB in consultation with the institutions. Each institution's performance on 
these measures will be compared to a baseline from the 1995-96 academic year. A "performance gap" 
will be established for each institution for each measure. HECB will set performance targets for each 
institution for each year of the 1997-99 biennium. At the Legislature's direction, "performance targets 
shall be set at levels that reflect meaningful and substantial progress towards the state-wide 
Accountability Funds Held in Reserve: 
performance goals." 
(Dollars in Thousands ) As incentives for performance, funds are 
Institution : FY1998 FY1999 Biennium held in reserve until HECB approves 
plans for 1997-98, assesses "meaningful 
University of and substantial progress" for that year, 
Washington: $2,019 $3,029 $5,048 and approves plans for 1998-99. These 
Washington State resources are only a small fraction of 
University: 1,204 1,807 3,011 each institution's appropriation, yet they 
Eastern Washington are large enough to ensure that the de-
University: 285 428 713 · sire for higher education's accountability 
Central Washington will be addressed. 
University: 269 403 672 The Legislature has directed HECB to 
The Evergreen State develop criteria for the allotment of these 
College: 144 217 361 performance and accountability funds. 
Western Washington These criteria will be developed in con-
University: 342 514 856 sultation with the four-year institutions. 
Total Four-Year: $4,263 $6,398 $10,661 
Sufficient flexibility will be built in to 
reflect the individual missions, unique 
characteristics, and strengths of each of 
Community and the universities. 
Technical Colleges: 2.718 4,079 6,797 
For further information, contact Tom Sykes at 
Grand Total - $6,981 $10,477 $17,458 HECB, at (360)753-7890, FAX (360)753-7808, or toms@hecb. wa.com 
Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board 
' 
PROPOSED GUIDELINES FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 
ACCOUNTABILITY PLANS 
June 3, 1997 
Authority for these guidelines is contained in the Operating Budget for the 1997-99 Biennium 
[Engrossed Substitute House Bill 2259, Section 601 (3)(a),(b) and Section 610,(1) through (3)], enacted by the 
Washington Legislature and signed by Governor Locke: 
"Each institution receiving appropriations under sections 604 through 609 of this act shall submit 
plans for achieving measurable and specific improvements in academic years 1997-98 and 1998-99 
to the Higher Education Coordinating Board. The plans, to be prepared at the direction of the Board, 
shall be submitted by August 15, 1997 (for academic year 1997-98) ... n 
These guidelines set the framework for the Accountability Plans due on August 15, 1997, from each 
of Washington's six four-year public universities and college. These guidelines reflect the explicit 
direction as well as intent of the Legislature and the Governor, while giving flexibility to each institution. 
Upon receiving and reviewing these Accountability Plans, the Higher Education Coordinating Board 
(HECB) will set performance targets for each institution for each of five accountability measures at its 
meeting of September 23-24, 1997. 
Part 1: Broader Context for Accountabili 
This context should serve as a "backdrop» for the Accountability Plans. Each institution's accomplish-
ments in the following areas should be only briefly summarized in their Plan. 
1. Master Plan: The Legislature intends its actions on accountability in the 1997-99 Budget to 
connect with continuing efforts in higher education planning. Institutional approaches, and related 
strategies, also should generally connect to the themes of the 1996 State of Washington Master 
Plan for Higher Education, including: 
• increasing the use of technology, 
• exploring new partnerships, 
• improving the coordination of curriculum, 
• enhancing academic efficiency, and 
• improving administrative efficiency. 
2. Assessment: The assessment initiatives that the Legislature has funded, in the amount of $11.4 
million for the four-year institutions of higher education since 1989, also can be part of the context 
and background for each institution's Accountability Plan. These efforts have assisted institutions 
and their faculty to increase and better focus student learning in degree programs; improve student 
quantitative analysis, writing, and critical thinking skills; and evaluate both alumni and employer 
satisfaction with the "products" of Washington's higher education system. 
3. Academic Program Review: RCW 288.80.340 directs the HECB to " ... review, evaluate, and 
make recommendations for the modification, consolidation, initiation, or elimination of programs at 
the four-year institutions ... » The 1995 HECB directions for program review ask for systematic 
analyses of both quantitative and qualitative aspects of instructional programs, such as enroll-
ments, labor market demand for graduates of specific programs, academic program quality, and 
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production of degrees. The Board's 1996 analy~es of low-output and duplicative academic pro-
grams called for institutional responses, due in July 1997, which will include additional dimensions 
such as centrality of particular programs to the overall instructional mission of the institution anc. 
benefits over costs. Each institution's 1997-98 Accountability Plan can set a broader context for 
this ongoing qualitative review. 
4. Diversity Efforts: The Washington Legislature, in its 1997-99 biennial budget, continues to 
appropriate funds to each four-year institution for recruitment and retention of minority faculty and 
students. Each institution has set diversity goals for student enrollment, retention and graduation, 
as well as faculty and staff recruitment, hiring and retention. HECB assesses achievement of these 
goals annually. Accomplishments and progress in this area also can give context for the develop-
ment of institutional Accountability Plans for 1997-98. 
Part II: Specific Guidelines for the 1997-98 Accountability Plans 
1. Links to Strategies: Each institution's Accountability Plan shall include the approaches and 
strategies that it proposes to link to the measures specified in ESHB 2259, Section 601 (3a). 
2. Statewide Performance Goals: The 1997-99 Budget sets statewide performance goals for three 
of the accountability measures: 
Accountability Measure: 
1. Undergraduate Graduation Efficiency Index: 
For Students Beginning as Freshmen-
For Transfer Students-
2. Undergraduate Student Retention: 
Research Universities (UW,WSU)-
Other Public Four-Year lnstitutions-
3. 5-year Graduation Rate: 
Research Universities (UW,WSU)-
Other Public Four-Year Institutions-
Performance Goal: 
95 
90 
95% 
90% 
65% 
55% 
3. Performance Gap: For these three measures, as directed in ESHB 2259, Section 601 (3b}, the 
performance gap for each measure, for each institution, will be the difference between the value of 
the statewide performance goal for that measure and the value of that measure in the baseline year 
(1995-96). 
4. Fourth and Fifth Measures: The other two measures-a measure of faculty productivity and an 
additional measure, specifically linked to the mission of each institution of higher education-will 
be determined by the Higher Education Coordinating Board in consultation with the institutions. 
This process of measure definition, goal selection, and performance target specification for these 
two measures will be informed by the Legislature's intent to achieve .. measurable and specific 
improvements" [ESHB 2259, Section 601 (3a)] from the 1995-96 baseline period to the 
measurement year of 1997-98. 
5. Fourth and Fifth Measures-Single or Composite: Proposals for these latter two measures can 
suggest either single or composite measures. Whether they are single or composite, these latter 
two measures should follow the logic of the three measures specified in the 1997-99 Biennial 
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, Budget, and build in "meaningful and substant~"l" normative goals, performance gaps, and per-
formance targets for 1997-98. 
Composite measures should be made up of no more than four components-or sub-measures. 
Each sub·measure must be able to be expressed in quantitative terms and must be able to be 
connected to a baseline time period. Each sub-measure should also have a normative goal that is 
ambitious and beyond what can be achieved in a single academic year. In addition, a lay-person 
should be able to understand the presence or absence of "meaningful and substantial 
progress" [ESHB 2259, Section 601 (3b)] from the baseline period to the 1997-98 academic year. 
6. Performance Targets: The Legislature has directed the Board to set performance targets that 
reflect "meaningful and substantial progress" for each of the five accountability measures. The 
Board's method, for the first three measures, is; to close 1 00 percent of the performance gap for 
each measure over an eight·year period, beginning with a 7 percent closure in year one (1997-
98), 8 percent in year two (1998-99), and moving to a 16 percent closure in year eight (2004-05). 
See the Attachment (page 4) for a description of this method, and its application to examples from 
the first three measures for the six four-year institutions. 
Alternatively, the six four...:year institutions can propose a common methodology for setting 
performance targets for the 1997-98 academic year for each of the five measures that will 
demonstrate "measurable and specific improvements", as well as give clear indication of 
"meaningful and substantial progress". Under a common methodology, the individual 
performance targets, for each measure for each institution, could, of course, be different. 
7. Percent of Funds Linked to Each Measure: Each institution, in its 1997-98 plan, should indicate 
the percentage of its funds held in reserve to be linked to each measure. Each measure must be 
linked to at least 1 0 percent, but not more than 30 percent, of an institution's 1998-99 allocation 
that is held in reserve. The Board intends to recommend the release of reserve funds, for each 
measure, in proportion to how much of the performance target was achieved. So, for example, if 
an institution met 100 percent of its performance target on the 5-year graduation rate measure, the 
Board would recommend release of 100 percent of the funds linked to that measure. With 80 per-
cent achievement, the recommendation would be release of 80 percent of the reserve funds linked 
to that measure, and so forth. 
8. Timetable for Fiscal Year 1998: The Board's notification to the Office of Financial Management 
for release of fiscal year 1998 funds held in reserve for each institution will depend upon each 
institution submitting, by August 15, 1997, a proposed plan for achieving measurable and specific 
improvements during 1997-98 and the Board's approval of that plan. 
9. Timetable for Fiscal Year 1999: The Board's notification to the Office of Financial Management 
for release of fiscal year 1-999 funds held in reserve for each institution will depend upon timely 
receipt of each institution's performance data, and an evaluation of each institution's performance 
toward attaining its targets in academic year 1997-98, as well as approval of an Accountability Plan 
for academic year 1998-99. The recommendation for release of funds will be linked to the 
proportion of the performance target(s) attained for each measure by each institution. 
10. Further Steps in This Process: These Guidelines are outlined at this time so the Board can pro-
vide sufficient lead time for the four-year institutions to develop their Accountability Plans for 
submission on August 15, 1997. Further details, to assist the institutions in compiling their Plans, 
will elaborate on the broad outlines contained in these Guidelines. 
Attachment: I HECB'S METHOD FOR SETTING ACCOUNTABILITY PERFORMANCE TARGETS FOR ACADEMIC YEAR- 1997-98: - ~ 
Academic Yearl 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000..01 2001..02 2002..03 2003-4 2004-05 
State Rscal Year: FY1998 FY1999 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 
~ 
Gap Closure Target: 7% 8% 12% 14% 14% 14% 15% 16% 100% 
~r~iR«ma:trll~Bifltii'JI~ttt:ttftli~~•rlii.t11~It~lllirtl~!~~r• 
Look at the Graduation Efficiency Index (Freshman), Retention Rate, and 5-Year Graduation Rate as Examples: 
Measure 1a: Graduation Efficiency Index (GEl) [For Students Beghmlng as Freshmen] 
1995-96 Statewide 
Institution Baseline .§!W. "Gap" FY1998 FY1999 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 
UW (arts) 90.5 95 4.5 ll~·il 91.18 91.72 92.35 92.98 93.61 94.28 95 wsu 87.2 95 7.8 88.37 89.31 90.40 91.49 92.58 93.75 95 
EWU 95 
"1- cwu 89.8 95 5.2 
• 
90.58 91 .20 91.93 92.66 93.39 94.17 ·.95 
wwu 85 95 10 86.50 87.70 89.10 90.50 91.90 93.40 95 
TESC 91.3 95 3.7 91.86 92.30 92.82 93.34 93.85 94.41 95 
Measure 2: Undergraduate Student Retention 
1995-96 Statewide 
Institution Baseline Goal "Gap" FY1998 FY1999 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 
uw 95% 
wsu 84.6% 95% 10.4% :·>.<'U 'B.$j M . i .. ... ~,.,_ 86.16% 87.41% 88.86% 90.32% 91.78% 93.34% 95% 
EWU 90% 
* cwu 74.4% 90% 15.6% !ll~~- 76 74~ 78.61% 80.80% 82.98% 85.16% 87.50% 90% Mt . .::- .. · ·=%~~6:: ~~{ • o wwu 79.7% 90% 10.3% ~~-0-·1 81.25% 82.48% 83.92% 85.37% 86.81% 88.35% 90% ::.·.·.:•';{········ i\.\· ·· 
TESC 73% 90% 17% 1~~~~f-'*'''; 75 55°/c 77.59% 79.97% 82.35% 84.73% 87.28% 90% hl :  ,:. >'< • :  :::ill • 0 
Measure 3: 5-year Graduation Rates 
1995-96 Statewide 
Institution Baseline ~ .. Gap" FY1998 FY1999 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 
:,.,.,.,,..:;::« 2f."tf'"' uw 62% 65% 3% r;~:~: · :; '· ,, . ''f~~ 62 45% 62.81% 63.23% 63.65% 64.07% 64.52% 65% w~~9., ~-'j':'""B;~ . 
wsu 55.2% 65% 9.8% :;{:~~:: ·IJj't ~::':~l 56 67~ 57.85% 59.22% 60.59% 61.96% 63.43% 65% :···>::· :; ;, '? • ' •:t:·:·> • 0 ~» '·'"11~::@.;'4. EWU 32.4% 55% 22.6% K 'j~: .. ML-: 35 79°!. 38.50% 41.67% 44.83% 47.99% 51.38% 55% ::::--.·~ ·. : .~ ,. .. ·.; ' :~~~ • 0 
'*" cwu 40.0% 55% 15.0% •t 4225'A 44.05% 46.15% 48.25% 50.35% 52.60% 55% 
wwu 50.0% 55% 5.0% • ~~:~~~ 51.35% 52.05% 52.75% 53.45% 54.20% 55% TESC 48.0% 55% 7.0% I ""t:\% 50.87% 51 .85% 52.83% 53.88% 55% Page4 
Date: Man, 02 Jun 1997 11:56:29 -0800 
From: Wendy Rittereiser <wendyr@cwu.EDU> 
To: senate@CLUSTER.CWU.EDU 
Cc: youmanso@CLUSTER.CWU.EDU, coronar@CLUSTER.CWU.EDU, 
nassera@CLUSTER.CWU.EDU, billowen@CLUSTER.CWU.EDU 
Pr ··) Perkins, 
I was asked to draft a motion for the Senate's consideration on the issue 
of adding alternate investment vendors to the CWU Retirement Plan. The 
Senate may choose to take a position for or against the addition of 
vendors, or the Senate may choose not to take a position. If the Senate 
does wish to take a position, it should be forwarded to the Vice President 
of Business and Financial Affairs through the CWU Retirement and Insurance 
Committee. The following are alternate motions: 
It is moved that the Facult~ Senate take a position in support of adding 
alternate investment vendor~ to the CWU Retirement Plan and encourages the 
administration to go forward with the addition of these options. 
It is moved that the Faculty Senate take a position in opposition of the 
addition of alternate investment vendors for the CWU Retirement Plan, due 
to the increase in administrative costs and the overall satisfaction with 
TIAA-CREF's performance. 
It is moved that the Faculty Senate take no position on the addition of 
alternate investment vendors for the CWU Retirement Plan. 
Wendy Rittereiser 
OPnartment of Human Resources 
'c ral Washington University 
E-Mail WENDYR@CWU.EDU 
Phone (509) 963-2279 
Fax (509) 963 - 1733 
Ad Hoc Distance Learning Task Force Report 
May 14,1997 
Submitted by: 
Blaine R. Wilson, Chair 
The ad hoc Dist.ince Learning Task force was charged by the faculty senate chair, Robert 
Perkins, to recommend positions on each of the following issues related to distance 
learning. 
I. Who makes the hiring or assigning of faculty decision related to distance learning? 
2. What should be CWU's credit transfer policy related to distance learning courses 
uiught at other instirutions? 
3. '%at impact, if any, will distance learning systems have on the tenure and promotion 
decision? 
4. What should the position ofCWU be regarding working with the public and private 
K-12 schools, community colleges, and four-year colleges and universities in sharing 
distance learning resources and opportUnities? 
5. What should the position ofCWU be regarding financial aid support for courses and 
programs taken in a distance learning setting?. 
6. How will the offering of distance learning courses affect CWU graduation 
requirements? · 
7. What position should the institution take regarding the promotion and development 
of distance learning opportunities? 
8. Who owns courses and related instructional materials developed for distance learning 
delivery? 
9. How will faculty be compensated when assigned to teach a distance learning course? 
10. What should the faculty load and remuneration considerations be for Internet and 
telecourse based instruction? 
After six months of deliberation the Distance Learning Ad hoc committee composed of 
Margaret Badgley, James DePaepe (ex officio), Charles McGehee, Janies Nimnicht, 
Linda Clark-Santos (ex officio), Libby Street, and Blaine R. Wilson (chair) recommend 
the following position s~atementS as the basis of policy to govern the developmentand 
oper:nion of distance learning at Centr.U Wasb.ington Univers iry. 
Who makes the hiring or assigning offaculty decision related to distance learning? 
Whether instruction is delivered on campus, off-campus, or through distance education 
sr.r:uegies, faculry selection decisions are made at the department level and hiring 
recommendations are forwarded to th.e appropriate dean. 
What should be CWU's credit transfer policy related to distance learning courses 
taught at other institutions? 
There will be no distinction in credit transfer policy between distance education courses 
and other courses that are submitted for transfer. The policy in the camlog regarding 
transfer credit applies equally to all courses submitted for credit transfer. 
What impact, if any, will distance learning systems have on the tenure and 
promotion decision? 
The time demands associated with distance education are such that individual 
departments are encouraged to consider an instructor's distance learning activities as they 
relate to service, instruction, and scholarship when merit, tenure, and/or promotion 
decisions are being made. 
What should the position of CWU be regarding working with the public and private 
K-12 s~hools, community colleges, and four-year colleges and universities in 
sharing distance learning resources and opportunities? 
Central Washington Universiry should enter into consortia with selected public and 
private two-and four-year insti tutions to share facilities, faculty, cour,;es, and fees . 
Central Washington University should cooperate with public and private P-12 schools 
and Educational Service Districts in matters of mutual interest as regards distance 
learning. 
What should the position of CWU be regarding financial aid support for courses 
and programs taken.in a distance learning setting? 
Distance education students should receive the same consideration for financial aid as on-
campus students. 
How will the offering of distance learning courses affect CWU gradu:1tion 
requirements? 
It is the policy of Central Washington Universiry that courses of the university of"ered 
through distance technologies will be counted toward graduation in exactly the same 
manner as on-campus versions of the same courses. The implications of this policy are 
that all courses slated for distance delivery must meet the same standards and be 
approved through the same process as courses slated for on-campus delivery, and that 
credit evaluators will treat the courses identically. 
2 
What ion should the institution take regarding the promotion and 
development of distance learning opportunities? 
The university will develop sufficient technological capability;including approprinte 
support staff, to enable the creation and delivery of educational services at distance sites. 
Ongoing assessment will be required to insure that desire learning outcomes are achieved 
and th :~t distance le:uning pedagogy is continuously improved. 
Who owns courses developed for distance learning delivery? 
The University will waive rights .to copyrights on materials developed for distance 
teaming in favor of the instructor. 
The University will not require reimbursement for production costs unless and until 
actual profits are generated. 
At the instructor's discretion, all video and audio tapes will be destroyed within two 
weeks of production. 
How will faculty be compensated when assigned to teach a distance learning course? 
How much should faculty be paid to develop distance learning instruction? 
Faculty members who agree to or are assigm:d to teach via distance education will receive 
a one time only development grant of $2000 for each delivery mode new to the faculty 
member wllich each implements. Current delivery modes include two-way interactive. 
telecourses, and Internet delivery. Specific course deve lopment costS not associated with 
learning a new delivery mode (e.g., specific software packages, additional preparation 
time) may be requested, but would be negotiated individually between the faculty 
member and his or her department. 
How will faculty be compensated when assigned to teach two way interactive imtrucrion 
at rwo or more sites? 
Assumptions: 
1. The compensation for distance education should be sufficient to entice some of 
CWU's best teaching faculty to deliver distance education courses in the multi-site 
environment. 
2. Both minimum and maximum target enrollments must be established for all courses: 
Minimum size constraints would consider both total enrollments at all sites and 
enrollments at each site. Minimum total enrollments would adhere to the established 
University policy. The minimum enrollments for individual sites should consider two 
factors: a) program commitments made by CWU, and b) for non-program courses, a 
reasonable cost-benefit ratio. 
Ma.ximum size would be established by the faculty, chairs, and deans on a cc,. _.,-by-
course basis using quality considerations. The following question would be addressed: 
"Beyond what class size would it be impractical or even impossible to achieve the student 
outcomes for the course. • 
J . Faculty members will identify the means through which they will meet face to face 
with students at distance sites, and where possible, will originate a broadcast at least 
once during the quarter from at least one distance site. Further, faculty members 
should schedule sufficient office hours in order to be available at convenient times to 
students at all sites. 
Full-time faculty pay plan 
The faculty member is assigned to lead the students at his/her home-site as part of the 
regularly assigned instrUctional load and is eligible to receive additional compensation for 
the concurrent sections at the distance sites. Assuming that combined enrollments at all 
sites meet or exceed the University minimums for a course, the additional compensation 
is comprised of two components: an amount based on the rate per credit hour normally 
paid to part-time faculty to deliver the course in person, plus $500 for each distance site 
beyond one. 
(Thus, for a five credit class taught both on-campus and at three alternative sites, the 
faculty member would receive five load credits, $2,000 based on five credit hours at 
$400• per credit, and $1,000 based on $500 per each of the second and third distance 
sites.) 
Pay plan for part-time and full-time faculty volunteering to teach a distance education 
class on an overload basis. 
Part-time faculty and full-time faculty volunteering to teach a distance education class on 
an overload basis shall be paid: the rate per credit customarily paid to part-time faculty 
for the "home" site, plus S I 00 per credit hour for each distance site. 
(Thus, the faculty member teaching a five credit class in Lynnwood (the home site) plus 
sites at SeaTac and Yakima would receive $2000 based on five credit hours at $400" per 
credit, and S I 000 based on five credits at S I 00 times 2 distance sites.) 
"Faculty in some schools and colleges are reimbursed at $500 per credit. 
Whnt 3hould the faculty load and remuneration considerations be for Internet and 
telecourse based instruction? 
Internet and telecourse based classes should be considered as part of a faculty load the 
same as any other University supported credit course and if a continuing education 
delivered class, the pay scale should be on the same basis as any other continuing 
educ:~tion credit class. 
Minimum total enrollments would adhere to the established University policy. The 
minimum enrollments should consider two factors: a) program commitments made by 
CWU, and b) for non-program courses, a reasonable cost-benefit ratio. 
Maximum size would be established by the faculty, chairs, and deans on a course-by-
course basis using quality considerations. The following question would be addressed: 
"Beyond what class size would it be impractical or even impossible to achieve the student 
outcomes for the course. • 
\ 
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ME· ) 
TO: 
FROM: 
Faculty Senate Executive Committee ;J/IA r/1? ~ C ~ 
1 
V 
Faculty Senate Academic Affairs Committ~e/. L f t• . 4Pq 2 !J ~ 0 
DATE: 
Charles McGehee, Chair lJ"" C"ilfl F~ ti!J? 
April 25,1997 1)-Sf~~ 
RE: Proposal regarding assigning functions of the former Undergraduate 
Council to the Faculty Senate Academic Affairs Committee 
In-a memo dated January 4. 1995, Faculty Senate Academic Affairs Committee was 
charged to examine the feasibility of assigning to the Academic Affairs Committee the 
functions of the former Undergraduate Council which was abolished in 1992. 
Since the abolition of both the position of Dean of Undergraduate Studies and the 
Undergraduate Councll, policy making and review had become fragmented and 
scattered in a number of places across campus. 
As a result, no one person or body has had general oversight responsibilities over 
academic policy. This has meant that oolicy has been created , modified. ignored or 
abandoned without adequate discussion. review or coordination. It further has meant 
that faculty, students and administrators often have not known what university 
standards and expectations are or who is responsible for what. when and under what 
circumstances. 
The Committee discussed the matter within itself an with a varle.ty of academic 
administrators. As the result of these deliberations the Academic Affairs Committee 
re·commended extensive redefinition of the duty and structure of the Committee. ThiL5 
proposed reorganization was approved by the Faculty Senate on May 31. 199'1:, With 
the Siipulation that the reorganization be evaluated after one year. Subsequently, the 
reorganization was e-xtended for an additional year. 
During these two years the Committee h~ completely compiled and reorganized all 
academic policies on campus as well as having created a number of new policies and 
modified existing ones. The Committee is exceptionally pleased with the new structure 
and function of the Committee and therefore recommends the following: 
1. 
2. 
The Faculty Senate Academic Affairs Committee will assume role of the former 
Undergraduate Council thereby becoming the center of initiation, review and 
change of Academic Policy at CWU. 
Notwithstanding Sections IV,B.1 and 2 of the Faculty Senate Bylaws. the 
Committee will consist of eight faculty members. two from each of the four 
schools, and two students representing the ASCWU. In addition, the Provost or 
designee. a representative of the academic deans. and the Chair oi Chairs 
should serve ex officio (without vote). The Committee would therefore be 
comprised of thirteen regular members. A quorum will be based on regular voting 
members only. 
In the event that none of the faculty members of the Committee is from the west-
1 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
side off-campus programs, a non-voting representative_ of the c. ...mpus 
program will be invited to the meetings as liaison and will share in all 
correspondence. 
Other persons with specialized knowledge. such as, the Registrar, Director of 
Admissions, eta!.. may be designated formally as consultants (without vote). and 
they and others may be called from time to time to advise the Committee as it 
sees fit 
Members will be appointed from among the faculty by the Faculty Senate 
Executive Committee. Department Chairs of the Schools in question shculd be 
requested to submit nominations from among their respective faculties. The 
Committee will select a Chair from among its voting members. 
Terms of faculty will be for two years and staggered to insure continuity. Voting 
members will be limited to two conse::utive terms. and may be reappointed after 
two years have lapsed. rne ASCWU may appoint student representatives on a 
yearly basis but are encouraged to select s:udents who can serve for two 
consecutive years. 
The str.;cture of the Committee will not be restncted to members of the Senate. 
however. at least two of the faculty members should be members of the Senate 
throughout their terms. 
The agenda will be set by the membership of Committee (ex officio members 
included) and/or the Senate Executive Committee. In addition. requests may be 
made to place items on the agenda by individual faculty, department chairs. 
academic administrators, or students. Appropriateness of items brought forward 
from outside the Committee or Senate Executive Committee will be determined 
by the Committee. 
A regular meeting time will be establ!shed by the Committee, and members will 
be expected to organize their schedules such that this time will be available. 
Meetings will be open. and the agenda for meetings at which pollc-t issues will be 
discussed and/or acted on will be cin:ulated no less than one week prior the 
meeting. 
The Committee will be responsible for all general university academic policy. 
Academic policy is defined as: 
a statement or statements of principles designed to influence o~ determine 
decisions and actions of the University relative to fulfilling the instructional 
components of its mission. 
Academic policy should be interpreted broadly rather than narrowly. It 
may encompass net only issues of entrance and graduation requirements 
but also Withdrawals, lncompletes and other matters of general academic 
policy. It may include. but not be limited to, assessment. placement. and 
remediation policy; credit transfer and inter-institution articulation policy; 
teaching loads and scheduling policy; and physi_cal facilities planning, 
management, and allocation to the extent they affect the academic 
program. 
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